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propo4dal was developed by'the Committee on Accreditation
Alternatives (CAi), appoifited in November, 1981 by the President of AACTE on
behalf of its Board of Directors. Although the prdpospl results from an AACTZ
. initiative, the Mational Education Association (HEA) has been involved through’
inclusion of an NEA representative as a member of the Committee during the
past year. o

-

[
A

X The charze of AACTE's Board of Directors, to which the CAA responded, was
Bto develcp an altermative accreditation process" designed to "overcome the
eficienciaes of the- existing system." More specifically, the Board asked for
(a proposal which wolild include’h rationale and design for ‘the new system, a )
‘dgscu351cn of the governance and participation problem and a timeline and
pfocess for the adoption‘and implementation of the new system. It was left to
the .Commiitee wnether to recommend that the proposed alternative should
replace NCATZ or should instead be seen as an organizational/process model

w-8esizned to modify but not replace the existing system.
«t

-
o
«

1 Tre current document is-the fifth draft prepared by the Committee and

"% distributed Ko stakeholders for reactions and suggestions. The initial draft

N

“was considered by the Board and discussed in a session at the February, 1982
‘Anneal Meeting. The.second draft was prepared for consideration by the Board
ang State ACTZ leaders in June, 1982, The third and fourth drafts were \
fdlétqﬂbuted to various institutional constituencies, the NCATE Council and
gg_rdlnating Board, the AACTZ Accreditation Task Force and Boardqgg\firectors.

&
1

The current draft will be considered by the AACTE Board of Direchors in
February, 1983 and distributed to institutional representatives for disSgussion
at the Annual Meeting. The Board will consider the CAA recommendation th

the proposed system be presented to the NCATE Council in March for adoption

N

Primary Features of the Proposal

-

The system proposed by the Committee represents a dramatic change from
the current NCATE process. It responds to the commitment of higher education
institutions to self-regulation and to the pervasive cbncegns expressed by
institutions and other stakeholdersgabout the current process. ~The major
elements of change included in this proposal are: ' .

o accreditation decisions are made for the teacher education unit,
not for individual programs or categories;

o continuing accreditation replaces the current concept of
re-accreditation; ’ :
articulation is provided between state apprbval and national
accreditation; ' . ) -
visiting team members are selected from a Board of Examiners,
members of which are highly skilled in evaluation techniques and
well-trained in NCATE processes and standards;
five unit-focused standards replace the current six families for
basic and advanced programs; and 7
the NCATE Annual List is expanded to include a description of the>
unit- and data which describe the support level for professional
aducation prograns.

’..I‘
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CONCERNS ABOUT NCATE

In developing the charge to the CAA, AACIE's Board of Directors was
responding .to a number of comments and concerns which had arisen about T
national accreditation in teacher education. Initially, the CAA reviewed and %
analyzed actions taken by various groups in the past several years which we
believe retlect the widespread nature and s€rious character of the concerns.

'In 1976 the Association of Colleges and Schools of Education in State
Universities and Land Grant Colleges (ACSESULGC) reported the resultg of a
survey of its membership which highlighted several major criticisms of the
HCATE process. A special committee was formed by the organization to review
fundamental issues involved in national accreditation and to make
recozpencdations to the membership as to what position should be adopted
regarcingz MCATZ. A study was undertaken by that comnittee and an extensive
report preparsd. On the' basis of thap report, the Association recommended
that its members remain in NCATE for a period of five years and, in the event
that efforts to reform NCATE did not succeed, a new voluntary national
accrediting association be established for the Land Grant institutions. N

This "wait and see" attitude reflected the organization's belief that
NTATE was making efforts to revamp and reform its operation. A major '
evaluation study had been proposed and was being considered by the NCATE
Council (Wheeler Repprt). .MCATE had begun an analysis of its internal
operations designed to identify and address major difficulties. Tinme was
needed to see if these efforts would have beneficial results. The Association .
is scheduled to decide in February, 1983 on future participation in NCATE.

In 1980 the Teacher Education Council of State Colleges and Universities
(TECSCU) conducted a survey to determine the degree to which its membership
considered 1CATE standards to be adequate, the level of support for the
process among TECSCU members, and their opinions on- voluntary versus mandatory
accreditation. Subsequently, TECSCU made several sweeping recommendations in
a resolution which passed its membership unanimously. This resolution stated
TECSCU's strong support for the accreditation process as one of the quality
controla in teacher education, stated its belief that accreditation should be
mandatory and identified the role of national accreditation to be one which
would monitor and report the extent to which states enforce compliance with
national standards for accreditation.

Additional concern is manifest among other institutions of higher
education (IHE3) reflected by the decisions of several Wisconsin institutions
to withdraw from NCATE -and the decision of other state systems to assess the
value of NCATE and, presumably, to decide whether further participation is R
warranted. In September, 1982 a document proposing a Wisconsin consortium for
.improving profes3ional education preparation ptrograms was released as an
alternative to NCATE. )

During-the past several years some of the participatidg organizations
have questioned the extent of their participation in the NCATE proceas. The
Hational Associatibn of Gtate Directors of Teacher Sducation and Certification
(KASDTZC) withdrew, while representatives of specialty groups (such as the
Hazicnal Associatiom of School ?3ycnologists (MHAS?) and the National Council
of Teacners of Mathematlcs (MCTH)) expressed concern that NCATE standards wer2

4
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not specific to the cﬁéracterist;cs and/or abilities needed in their fields.
At least one of the original constituent members is considering withdrawal

from NCATE because of problems with dues and a genegal lack of support for the
process. .

- Within NCATS itself, considerable concern has been expressed over the
organization and management of the enterprise. A proposal addressing a
substantial "redesign"-of HCATE was developed by the NCATE staff in late 1981.
The goals of that proposal were to organize NCATE more effectively, finance
the organization to be less dependent on the fortunes of its ¢onstituents and
manage the Council in a more effective fashion. . *

The study conducted under the auspices of the Michigan State University
Institute for Research on Teaching (IRT) by Chris Wheeler pointed to some
weaxnesses and inconsistencies in the NCATE process and in Council decisions.
The major recommendations made by Wheeler were that the standards be revised,
a policy manual be developed to explain the rationale for the‘standards, the

nalysis of institutions be conducted on an indepth basis and training for
teams be greatly improved.

Comments in these surveys, statements and redesign proposals range
broadly across HCATE actions and idehtify a variety of problems and issues.
At the risk of some oversimplification, we believe the following statements
correctly identify the major concerns. -

.,

Clarity of Standards ¢ !
Funcdarcental to the success and integrity of the NCATE process is a clear-
and unambiguous set of standards which can be uniformly applied. As a group,
the current standards are perhaps more accurately described as broad goal
statements which outline desirable directions for teacher educafgon or
encourage new emphases, rather than hard, fast quantifiable standards. Such
broad statements may be acceptable to institutions when tie acgreditation task
is basically developmental (that is, when it seeks to help an ikstitution
ident1fy weaknesses and improve its teacher education programs)/but become
less so when régulation is the goal.

Appropriateness of Standards
It is also the case that the standards should|focht on those elements
o3t closely identified with quality in teacher edficatlibn. All of the NCATE
standards do not fit this mold. Some are more 1li e pregonditions for an
,acereditation visit than standards. The governan/e standard, for example,
deals with an important issue--the arrangements. fade by an institution for
control of the process of teacher educabtlom—§ school, college or rtment
of education (SCDE), however, might well be expected to demonstrate béfone a
visit occurs that its striucture f?r governance meets requirements. Other
standar2s ire ~copletely precess loriented; for example, the standard on
admission, retention and advising of students seems to advocate only that a
process exists for each of thése functions--it does not set standards for R
adaission and retention which are associated with effective graduates. o
Further, all of the present standards may not be appropriate to-the various
levels and types of programs or categories for which accreditation is awarded.
why, Ssr exanple, are ko governance standards, basic and .advanced, needed?

5
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Finall}g as extensiye-as they are, the present standards ignore factors
usually considered essential to determine the quality of a teacher preparation
prosr m?(for example, student-faculty ratios or other indicators of how the
resource base is deployed; extensive clinical training, and so orm).

Visitim&'ream Com§3§}tion and Size

Theie is considerable concern over the composition, size and training of
the visifing teams. Most teams include some members on a first visit, and
even though training is common, consistent understandings and application are
difficult where standards are’ subject to varying interpretation. Institutions
frequen;ly\question whebher team member backgrounds are. appropriate or
sufficient for the types and levels of programs being reviewed. Quite

,froquentlj teams appear to lack an understanding of the type of institution
they visit. Teams are quite large (the 1981 average size was 9) and are not
socialized as a.unit prior to arrival on the campus for a visit.

Furthermore, visiting team members are selected as much for the ’
organizations they represent as for their knowledge and skill. This process
of selegtion leads to interested and reasonably objective team members who,
unfortinately, have not had systematic, indepth training and who have not had
the opportunity to practice their evaluation skills more than once per year.
These difficulties create serious questions about the relationship between
teaa.observatlong and Council judgments and lead to the claim that the process
conuglns ‘serious flaws leading to a lack of reliability in the evaluation

systbm -

Reduqda+cy oﬁ Pro"ram:aﬁaginstltutlonal Reviews
% I Py

National speclallzed Ecgredltatlon is a voluntary form of self-regulation
unique to Amerlcan education. However, in addition to voluntary participation
in accredltatlon, teacher education is subject to reviews by a variety of
other contrblllnﬂ agencies, such as those required for institutional self-
evaluation énd state agency program approval. Thus, national accreditation
must be sufficiently unique and important to sustain acceptability and support
within institutions and among professional and governmental agencies and to

Justify the cost and’ effort associated with the process.

State agencies have the legal right for both institutiofial and program
approval in teacher education. In the last decade, state education agencies
(SEA3S) and the various teacher commissions have moved aggressively to upgrade
their efforts in institutional and program approval. NCATE has not refined
its focus and activities as rapidly as state agencies have, and, as a result,
considerable redundancy.exists in the two types of reviews.

—

Categorical Review Weakness

At the present time NCATE uses the term "programs" to refer to what are
really "categories" of programs. Subsuming institutional programs to fit

thosa categories ia very often difficult. More lmportantly, at times very

gdofd or very poor programs--in English education or soclal studies education,
for, example--are masked by the categories or unrealistidglly branded as good
or dad because they are grouoed with the other programs dCAxE's broad

catagories.
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* \ Further, even tﬁouéh there is public disclosure of the entire set of " “

NCATE decisions, even. one denial is frequently interpreted by the public, and
sometimes within the affected institution, as a failure for the entire
educatton unit. Explanations are not powerful enough to remove the cloud. from
the unit), and units that are in the main viable have to face public, campugs
.+~dnd professional approbation. This has led some institutions to conclude that
there is much to be lost by seeking NCATE 'accreditation. T o

Excessive Cost

")
There is considerable concern among institutions over the costs inéurred
by an HCATZ visit. To stay accredited, an institution must pay a basic fee to
. NGATZ of $300 and a supplementary fee for each program accredited.; The
average annual dues for NCATE membership are approximately $350. In addition,
institutions support HCATZ through the dues paid to AACTE (or through payment
of sustaining fees to NCATZ); AACTE in turn, provides basic support of $65,000
annually for NCATE. ° Further, the institution is responsible for all of the
costs of a team visit; such costs currently average approximately 3$5,500 and
range from $4,500 to $9,000, depending on the size of the team and the
distance its members must travel. In addition, there is the cost of faculty
and adoinistrative time in preparing a self-survey and the printing costs
associated with the institution report.
<
Compared with other accrediting agencies, such costs are not staggering.

One nust bear in mind, though, that institutions frequently have like costs
asscciated with state visits to their campus, artd state approval wmust be a
priority concern in order to maintain teacher education programs. In such
circunstances even .the modest costs of NCATE appear to be very high to some of
its clients.

Distinntion Between Initial and Re-accreditation

Another concern with the current NCATE process is that-it does not
distinguish between an institution which has achieved accreditation and one
which has not in terms of the nature of the materials prepared, scope of the
team's visit, the standards and criteria applied, and so on. Many people in
teacher education believe that it should be possible to differentiate thesg
processes, which would lead to economies of scale and cost.

Unclear Goals for Accreditation

NCATE may also suffer from a lack of clear purpose. Traditionally,
accreditation has been expected to contribute to the purposes of stimulation
for improvement within institutions as well as providing quality control for
regulation. Many concerned supporters, as well as critics, of NCATE believe
that regulation has been stressed at the expense of stimulation by emphasizing
achievement of minimal standards for accreditation purposes.

Procedural Problems

Hany of the basic concerns and problems with NCATE flow from the sheer
size and complexity of the task faced by the Council. Of the approximately
1350 SCZZ3 in the United States, 5306 are accredited by NCATE. Although a
minority (Y80 percent) of the total is accredited by NCATE, the number is

7
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Several times larger than comparable specialized accrediting agencies. Each
of the institutions accredited by NCATE is now on a seven-year cycle with
either a full or mini-visit occuring every five years. Thus, each year
approxizately 107 institutions must be visited by NCATE teams. This number,
of course, is increased by the fact that institutions will request
accreditation for new programs or for subsets of their programs (for example,
new graduate emphases) on an "off-cycle" basis.

Additional’Conderns

A‘variety of additional concerns should be mentioned. Complaints have
been made about the inability of the Council to rate the importance of
different standards, even though many people firmly believe that standards do
differ in 'their importance to a favorable Council .decision. .Some institutions
believe thdt the Council acts in a heavy-handed way; some believe the
operation 1s closed, that participation is limited; some claim that decisions.
are biased in favor'of small or single-purpose institutions while others claim
that the bias favors large, multipurpose institutions; this last point
reflects what may be a general lack of trust or confidence in the system.

Corclusion !
‘ \

The magnitude of concern among institutions of higher education and the
erosion of confidence among other important groups. about the usefulness and
validity af teacher education .accreditation provides the rationale for a .
.careful review of the NCATE process. The current process has some important
and dealrable,characterlstlcg, not the le#%t of which is the forum NCATE
provides forythe cooperation of teacher,educators, practicing teachers,
representatives of spec1allzed professional groups and representatives of the*

"\ general public. This proposal is based on an assumption that a modifigation
.0 the rocess can be made without diminishing or eliminating the strengths of
NCATE that<have been developed through the years of diligent effort and

- \-prof0331onal commitment.

The concerns and crisgzzsﬁs‘;hat have been expressed about NCATE's
present approach provide_phe impetus for considering change. Any proposed
& revision must, however, be developed with clear understanding of what national
ccreditation is and how it relates to other similar activities. n outline
of gxternal accountability requirements for the teacher education unit and
thelr interrelated nature is addressed in the next section.

\ \
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Synthesis of Concerns and Proposal Elements
Addressing Concerns

: ‘Proposal Elements’

‘Concerns Addressing
{. Clarity of standards ' Unit standards; data bank;

identification of quantifiable indicators
of quality.

‘ - - i

;
2. Appr;;;fatéé:gifof standards Expanded pre-conditions; identification
' of, and process for determining,
quantifiable dndicators of quality;
focus on professional education
unit in place of category by

///E} ' degree level.

9

‘ £
3. Visiting<team domposition and Board of examiners; selection and
Cw 3ize in~depth training for visiting-
team; reduced team size.

4. Redundancy of program and Accreditation focus on professional
institutional reviews education unite \
- “ -
5. Categorical review weakness Upit standards; focus on

professional education unit.
<

. 6. Excessive cost Reduction in team size; - /
continuing accreditation.

7. Distinction. between initial Accreditation -and continuing
and re-accreditation acereditation; annual monitoring and
’ review.
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Unclear goals for Expanded Anhual List including
accreditation factual data for the institution;
- identification of quantifiable indicators
\) of quality. Articulation between nationral

accreditation and stati}hpprovq;.

Procadural problems Continuing accreditatiqn eliminates
need for full team visik after
. 1nitial acereditation aé&*allows
- for updating of initial Unit Report.
Unit focus eliminates categorical
review if new programs are added.

— .

Unevenness in application Process for determining

of standards and bias quantifiable indicators of

tcoward types of @ quality; objective data

ingtitutions reporting system. . R
«w ~
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The Function of Yational Accreditation
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e countries a federal ninistry of education provides control and
regulaticn of education personnel preparation. In the United States nationzl
acoreditation nas developed as the mechanisa for self-regulation of the
preparaticn of teachers and other school personnel by tne preparation
institutions togecher with the practiclng profession. This accreditation is
des:igned to =aintain standards and strengthen the quality and imtegrity of
preparaticn institutlions and prograns. t serves many purposes:

o 1t shows that naticnal quality standards are net;
o 1t ce=onstrates instrtutional, and programmatic integritly;
o it confers professiornal status;
4 o it srovides political leverage [or suppori; '
s 1% furnisnes protecticn against izproper pressure;
5 1t preozotes continuwed ilzoroverment; )
0 1t guves a basis for certification;
o it sugplies consuters with information about institutional and
pregramzatic quality;
o 1t provides consistency and continuity across states.

~snis of Pezional Accreditation and National Accreditation

nal accreditation is quite familiar to central administrators and

Rezio
] -
most Taculty =embers on every college or university campus. This form of
accred:rtation dezls with institutions as entities, not with their separate

\

prograns or spscialty units. Six such accreditation agencies exist, each with
its own geographic area, its own set of standards, its own accreditation
policins and its own approdth to meeting its responsibilities. .

In contrast, national accreditation concentrates on the unit and/or
programs for professional school personnel wWithin institutions. Only one
accreditation agency, NCATE, has been recognized for this purpose in
professional education by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA)
and the Department of Education. ts national and specialized scope ensures
that throughout this country the same process, the same standards and the same
evaluatien procedures are used to determine accreditability in professional
education.

Since regional accreditation focuses on institutional objectives,
programs, financial resources, faculty and library, holding such accreditation
43 taken as assurance of an acceptable level of overall institutional quality.
Thus regional accreditation is a precondition for NCATE review. ,

The Relationship Detwegen State Proaram Approval and National Accreditation’

State' approval and national accreditation in professional education are’
related but quite separate functions. During recent years, however, they have
become 50 3imilar in apparent purposes as well as in standards, processes, ,
terminolozy and nutcsnaes that dany in proafessional education no: seriously
question the need for both. If indeed there is little practical difference
betwesn approval and accreditation, then rhe latter hardly justifies the tice,
affsrt and —oney Lt oresently requyires.

12
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If, however, the distinguishing characteristics of approval and
accreditaticn are clearly set forth and deliberately used as bases for a new
approach to accreditation, that function ‘can becone a major force for new
levels of quality in professional education. **

‘ , ) f

State avoreval is a governmental activity wnich focuses on déveloping and
maintalnalny stanaards that all professional education programs or preparation
units’'in the state's institutions of higher edweation must meet in,order‘fov :

. thelr graduates to be eligible for certification. It derives from the state's
lezal responsibil:ity for education and its obligation to protect-its citizens
freca inadeguate professional programs and/or preparation. units within ﬂoll.g°s
and wniversities, Its purpose is to ensure that those who are to be certified

by tne state have completed adequate preparation programs. The standards are,
tharafore, those the state sets as the minimum 1% will accept within its
borZars., Since tne state education agency ccntrois and coaducts appraval
efferes

cris, the standards and procedures used develop from, and are continuously
snapad by, conditions and persons within the state.

Accreditaticn, on the other hand, coneentrates on establishing and’ .
urnolding naticnel standards ol excellencs. nus, the standards are those
tnat icentify a consistent and hign leveld- quality across the fifty states. ’

Accreditaticn is entered into by preparation units within colleges and
universities as a means of demonstrating and promoting educational quallty,
institutional in itegrity and professional commitzent. It is governed and
directed by an independent agehcy sgppo”ted by, and responsible to, the
preparation institutions the practicing profession. Accreditation b
standards and procedu;z;{iig established, revised and/or updated by a process
yhich includes .resresefitatives of the stakeholder organizations in NCATE.
Tnose standards reflect nationally accepted criteria based upon ‘research and
recognized professional "best practice.” Thus, the fundamental distinction
between approval and accreditation lies in their respective purposes. While
approval is concerned with the maintenance of acceptable standards for

operation within states, accreditation concentrates on upholding national
quality standards. .

Because of the difference in purpose between state program approval and " ‘
accreditation, the latter should seek to exceed the expectations for state
approval. For this reason, state approval is required in order for programs
or units to be eligible to begin the accreditation process.

This proposal was developed after an analysis of the concerns related to
the current NCATE process and the purpose of national accreditation as opposed

to other forms of regulation. The next section outlines the recommendations
which resulted from this review.
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The proposal components described in this section include:

The accreditation focus on the professional education unit
Unit standards .
3oard of examiners -and visiting teams .

The accreditation process: accreditation and review
The Council's decision-making process
Izplementation of the proposal

OO0 OO0 OO

,The following basic principles undergird the proposal:

o MCATZ is revised and strengthened, not replaced.

o Exphasis is on stimulating, identifying and publicizing quality in
nrofessional education.

o Full appropriate i1nvolvemenfy of the stakeholders in pr0xe551onal
education is ensured.

o All institutions, regardless of size, scope, type and focus have
an equal opportunity to meet the standards and handle the.
srocesses of NCATZ.

o The burden of proof rests on each institution to demonst"ate that
its professional education unit medts the quality standards of
NMCATE.

o Identified concerns about the present NCATE approach are dlrectly
addressed. ,

"o Chafges that can be effected within NCATE receive attention;
alterations requiring related changes in agencies and approaches
outside lCATE may be alluded to but receive little consideration,
regardless of their merits.

ACCREDITATION FOCUS: THE PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION UNIT

»

NCATE review and decision-making center on the quality of the
inatitution's professional edutation unit. The unit's mission,
structure, governance, operation, resources, faculty, students, programs,
use of the professional knowledge base and relationship to the world of
practice provide the focus for accreditation. NCATE concentrates on the
s demonstrated ability of the professional education unit to meet rigorous

»national standards for the operation and support of high quality programs
for thé preparation of teachers and school pqrsonnel.

The\professional education unit is the school, college, department
or othpr\bfficial aoademic structure within the institution which
exercises direct control of policy related to, and implementation of,
preparation programs for teachers and other school personnel. It has the
Aautasrity and responsibility tor setting and achieving professional
education goals in the institution; establishing policies for governance,
prosrass, student adaission, continuation and graduation; designating
resnani3ibility for program decision-making in professional education;
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gaining and using reésources for professional education; and developing
and nmaintaining appropriate linkages both within the institution and
external to it. It is headed by a dean, director or chair who is
officially designated to represent it and assigned authority and
responsibility for lta pverall administration and operation.

The unit definitien used in this proposal encompasses those proéfams \
for wnich MCATZ authority is currently recognized by the Council on
Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA) and the U.s. Secretary of Education. UL
The unit herein descriBed therefore has responsibility for programs for : ’
the initial preparation of teachers including five-year and MAT programs
and 31l adwvanced programs beyond thg baccalaureate livel which are g
related to the preparation of teachers and other professional ‘school
personnel. While the professional ‘education unit may have responsibility
for prograns znd operations in additie¢n to those for the preparation of
scncol personnel, for example, the preparation of college teachers, NCATE N
accradirtation activities focus on determining and recognizing the quality -
of “n2 unit with regard to the preparation for school servicé. The :
rs are not reviewed except as they impinge on the professional

tion function of the unites Special note is made of the fact that -

wnhich the unit is responsible, that - constltutes only one of several

dimensions examined to determine the quallty of the unit. ” . ?:;.
A fact of institutional life is the variability of quality both

amonz programs offered by the institution and the elements of an acadeﬁ}c

un:rt. However, the existence of a  program or an element that is not as

strons as others does not necessarily mean that the unit is without - A .
quality. In the proposed system, though the unit would be the focus of,. c
the accreditation decision, weak areas will be cited after the team v131t - )

and Council action. The real impact of negative decisions will be - ' A

greater than in the current system which can accredit some programs andy
deny others. Such decisions will clearly indicate that the institution .
should either remedy the weaknesses or withdraw from the field of
professional education. With the focis of accreditation on the: K]
professional education unit, the Council no longer grants or denies
accraditation of each category and level of program put forward by an
institution. It simply decides whether the unit {tseXf meets the
established national quality standards and is accreditable. It can now
accurately be said that the institlition is or is not accredited by NCATE,

THE STANDARDS

————m

Given the above description of the process for unit accreditation,
current NCATE standards can be dramatically reduced in number. They can .
be both clarified and reduced Qx eliminating the overlap between basic
and advanced categories. The use of sub~standards within each standard
can alza wn nlizminated. In their nlace, Lt is posited that five unit
Standar.. .. aiaceeec. . . . m=n2 2 tinit's overall strength.

13
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) A focus on the genericﬂcharacteniétics of teacher preparation, "
. institutions challenges a powerful tradition. The unit approach will
assess the institutional context within which all programs operate.  The
prcposed change could do much to make HCATE reviews far more helpful to
“. institutions as well as to their programs. '

4 r

|
i o '

. While the five unit standards are outlined below with suggested

. “revidence criteria, their description has been purposely left incomplete.
& . as the retinement of standards is the responsibility of the NCATE Council
. 1n keeping with normal procedures. The development of precise statements i
for these suzgested unit standards can be profitably undertaken only if
thig proposal is adopted. . ’ T . o ‘
) If these suggestions appear reasonable, then the laborious; work ofs
donstructing the exact standards can begin.  The suggested standards are
intenced to provide frameworks within which the basic strengths and
weaxnesses of an institution can be assessed, regardless of .the number of *
pregrams offered or the relative standing of those programs. The
fundazental goal is to determine the overall quality of the unit's
efferes. :
The five proposed standards are: ' .
. 1. Operation and Resources of the Unit - , A
II. Faculty Resources - L
III. The~Student Body . - Lo ;
. ’ ) I/. The Knowledge Base for Preparation Programs ' ‘ oL -
~ . _V." Relationship to %he World-of Practice ( T~ ‘
° Standard I -~ Operation of the Unit e . ~
A . Thi3 standard is predicated on mugh-of the existing stand@jd I and is in"
< . part directly eencerned with the operationalization of the first five

conditions for eligibility for an accreditation evaluation by NCATE (See
Appendix for Séption on'"Applying for Accreditation and Preconditions". The
unit for professional education must demonstrate that in practice its
membership, funziions and leadership, includigg its relationships to othem
campus units, actually operate as described i@ the documentation that shows it
meets the preconditions. The unit needs to show that it has a faculty
responsible for formulating curricula and {0 the selection, retention and
promotion of its members. It will need to demonstrate an administrative
structure appropriate to those ends, as well as a structure for selecting,
retaining and graduating students.

.

Since fiscal and physical resources are-inexorably linked to a unit's
faculty, administration and organization, this standard will also require
documentation of those resources. This standard can draw on material ) I*L
presently in Standard V, requesting evidence to establish the quality of ¥y
library and media resources, and of the instructional and clinical facilities

available for teacher education.

‘ 2U '
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Flscal support for the unit will be compared to state, regional and/or
national norms.’ Funding for the unit will need to acknowledge the higher
costs of clirieal ‘training programs, that is, the costs of supervision and
other special facilities required by clinically-based programs. Yhile a
faculty-student ratio will not be specified,-each institution will provide a
rationale for its faculty-student ratio in the clincial aspects of 1its
pr°parat10n program. The hnlt's ratio will be compared to other professional
preparation programs, to unique facets of the program, to national norms and
to noras advocated by professional. associations. . '

This standard'will also require evidence of the institution's policies
and cpmmitwents to multicultural education and affirmative action principles,
as well as to ﬂctllltles designed to make students aware of racism, ageism,
sexica, nanclcap’sm and - any other limitations on educational opportunity.

Suszested Sources of Evidence. Mlnutes of unit meetings; minutes of

. sup-unit epartﬁent, dLv151on, etc.) meetlngs, faculty rosters for
presrans "(elementdry, special education, etc. ), descriptions of *
34"1n1 trative actlons,,lllust"ations of the working relationship
"between the uni't and other campus units; documentation that the
zetnod of allocating resources to and by the unit is clearly, defined

~  and understood; evidence that the unit-is equitably funded in
‘conparicon with other unit§ in the institution and to state,
rﬂg*onal and nationai norm’; description of administrative authority
and PQSDOHS’blllﬁ/ wlthln the unit for professional education
resources, - .evidence that the unit has the necessary library and

L 1natructlonal media, resgurces and physical facilijies to meet the

- needs’ of its’ programs and:Eaculty.h .

p

. Standafé-II - Tha Facultv

-

ThlJ standard will focus on the training and competence of the unit's
gore, part-time and adjunct faculty. The institution will need to demonstrate
‘that it has sufficient faculty depth to offer its programs of professional
preparation. Scholarly productivity, service to the profession and teaching
expectations set by the institution will be assessed in meeting this standard.
Fundamental questions to be addressed include the following: Does the unit
have a sufficient number of faculty, both full~ and part-time, to offer the
programs for which the unit has responsibility? Factors such as teaching
load, number of preparations normal for faculty members and the range of
expertise required of each individual faculty member would be assessed. Are
competent persons responsible for all aspects of the program? If advanced
graduate students are utilized to teach certain courses or to engage in
supervision, is a competent faculty person responsible for those activities?
Is that person girecting the work of the advanced graduate students? If
ersons are 1nvolved in the program, how are they selected? How
nv:lod In the pregrass

’

It is difficult to determine precisely how many persons are needed in any
schonl, Jcolleége or department to offer the programs for which the unit has
resoongibilitv. It Ls equally true, however, that 2 critical mass of facullv
zuck A zresent for a sufficient depth of experience ‘to be available to
stuaeAts. Those programs wiih only limited numbers of facully airectly
5nsible for tha oreparaticn of teachers and other educaticnal personn=al

we




will need to present'compelling evidence that a depth of expertise exists. It
is not in th2 profession’s best interest to accredit units that do not have
sufficent faculty depth. ’

Succested Sources of Evidence. Data summary sheets for. the unit's

core, part-time and adjunct faculty; evidence that faculty members

teach in their areas of preparation and that all programs havegan

adequate number of faculty well prepared te teach in them;

documentation of institutional and unit load policies including ;}
. clinical supervision, advisement, committee service and so onj
evidence that load policies are adhered to; evidence that facully
members' work is supervised and that the supervision is based upon
established policies of procedure and performance; criteria and
processes for selection, evaluation, promotion, tenure and )
terzination of faculty members; information about the unit's faculty
demograpnics; documentation of the scholarly activity as well as
service accomplishments of the.faculty; appropriate information from
faculty handbooks or other documents.

Standard III - The Students -

- -

The emphasis in this standard is on the admission standards of the unit
and cn lts‘measure ogdsbadent'achievement at the end of its programs. The
unit will need to demonstratel how it screens for the profession and the
rationale for its admissions, retention and graduation standards. It will
need to provide evidence of peyformance competencies at the end-of its :
respective prog s. It will meed to relate its admissions processes to the
prof0331oﬁ's efforts to Qf?engﬂﬁén the quality of persons in the profession.
s The unit may need to analgze its standards in regpect to state minimum

standards of admission. ince national accreditation is designed to encourage
unita to meet the highest professional norms, comparisons between state
minimums, the unit's efforts and national norms will be addressed.
. .y

If certain programs appear to have minimal enrollments, the unit will '
need to provide its rationale for maintaining those programs. If the unit
1imit3 enrollments to any of its programs, the impact of this factor -on
student quality will be assessed. :

v ~ * —

A major part of this standard focuses on evaluation activities conducted

. ' by the unit, for example, efforts to determine the quality of its graduates. ’
The Gnit “will.meed to demonstrate that a Systematic process exists by which it
., . " . assesges the quality of*its programs and how this information is utilized by

the unit ‘{n planning its work. This {nformation includes, but is not limited
to, employment statistics, student’ reactions to programs after graduation,
internal or external evaluations of programs’conducted apart from the NCATE
j proceds, input from employing officials and so on. JThe relationship of
evaluation* findings to the knowledge base implemented by the unit would also .
need to be addressed. < ‘ -

~




It is further proposed that the standard allow an enrollment flexibility
factor for each unit. It is reasonable to assume that most units may on
occasion wish to waive established admissions norms for special cases,
experimental programs, or to address unique factors in the institution's
enrollment profiles. The flexibility factor, however, must be documented so
that the noras defined by the unit are not violated. The flexibility factor
sgoqld not damage high standards of professional competence at tae point of
graduation. !

Su-aested Sources of Evidence. Criteria for admission, continuation
ard completion for each preparation program offered b§ the.unit;
illustration of how these compare with state standards and state and
national norms; description of screehing and monitoring procedures;
evicdence of competencé 8f those who complete the programs;
informaticn about the unit's student demographics;” doefimentation of
student program completion rate and reasons for non—complétion;
descriptions of quota restrictions for enrollment in programs and
the rationale for those quotas; evidence of continuous assessment of
programs and use of findings in the refinement of those offerings;
deseription of counseling and advising policies, procedures and
practices.,

‘Standard IV - The Knowledse Base for Preparation Programs.

A1l preparation programs for professional school personnel within the
institution will be reviewed. It will be incumbent upon the unit to
demonstrate its use of appropriate educational research findings as the base
for its curricula, instruction and practices. Scholarly activities within the
unit and the implementation of appropriate theories undergirding programs will
need to be documented. Such a standard is a dramatic departure from current
NCATE expectations. The standard is suggested as a result of the growing
concern that not enough teacher education institutions incorporate
state~-of-the-art knowledge and accepted best practice. The standard should
encourage units to assess systematically the theory and knowledge base upon
which their programs and practices are predicated. It is not designed to
coerce units into operationalizing any particular thegretical or knowledge
base. Rather, the burden of proof is on the unit to demonstrate that its
programs are cognizant of ongoing scholarship related to tepdting/learning,
teacher effectiveness and other major components of educational research. Is
the faculty aware of leading lines of inquiry? Do syllabi reflect current
references? Do program objectives reflect the AACIE Profile of a Beginning
Teacher; NEA's Excellence in Our Schools; generic teaching knowledge and
skills such as those described in Essential Knowledge for Beginning Teachers
and Handbook of the Florida Performance Measurement System?¥*; Are ongoing
scholarly efforts a norm within the unit? These are among questions on which
this standard will focus. )

-

¥

*AACIS Task Forze on Profiles of Excellence, Educating a Profession: Profile
of a Beginning Teacher, AACTE, February, 1983.

National Education Association. Excellence in Our Schools Teacher
Eduration: An Actiza ®?lan. Washington, D.C.: National Education
Association, 1932. - .

smitn, D., ed. <csential Xnowlecre for 3oz 1nnins Teachers. Washington,
D.C.: AACTZ, %o be released Summer 1933,

Yangbook 27 *he Florida Performance Measurement Svstaem. Tallahassee,
Tlorida: Jlorida 3egipning Teacner ?rogram, Jdttice of Teacner Zdueation,
Cartification ana Inservjce Staff Development, 1932."
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il
Surrzested Sources of Evidence. A program folio of approximately two
for each preparation program that contains, as appropriate to
2l, program objectives, general studies, the teaching or other

Pofessional specialty(ies), foundational. studies (including ('
sulticultural education, special education and computer education),
teaching and learning theory, research methods, clinical experiences
including laboratory, practicum, internship
' on and off campus, and options open to
documentation of use of curriculum

societies; eviden
the granting of graduate c
level work required in an and residence study);
institutional and/or unipg bulletins and other descriptions of -

curricula; syllabi for tke courses offered; and documentation of the
use of the knowledge baseN,n the ove.

controls (includirg those related to
ifoum amount of graduate

T

Standard V - Relationship to the World of Practice.

This standard will recaste a number of points made in the current
standards that encourage linkages between professional preparation and school
practices. It addresses the concern that teacher education programs need to
relate to actual conditions in schools and incorporate the knowledge and
experience of practitioners. The unit will be asked to describe all its -
Wworxing relationships with schools, professional organizations, teacher
association$ and other agencies appropriate to its missions. If a unit ‘
conducts a lab school, this will be the appropriate section in which the work
of the school is described. More likely, the unit will describe a range of '
activities with cooperating chgol systems, many of which will be clinical in
nature. If school personnel serve on admission or retention committees, this .
fact will serve as another illustration of an involvement with the practicing
profession. Since the gulf between theory and practice is faced by all

11“t1tutlonu; ways by which the gap is systematically addressed should be
included in the unit's self-study.

Sugrested Socurces of Evidence. Documentation and description of
relationships, formal and informal, with schools and other agencies
appropriate to the mission of the unit; description of the various
linkages with professional organizations; evidence that clinical
experiences are an integral part of all preparation programs and
that clinical settings, both on and off campus, are available and
used by all students; documentation showing that the practicing
_profession is continuously and officially involved in the activities
of the unit, including program review and instruction; demonstration
of how the unit and it3 faculty members make their work and programs
relevant to the world of practice; documentation of policies,
procedures and practices related to the selection and operation of
clinical settings and for the selection and functioning of
professional personnel in them who are involved in preparation
programs; evidence that the various clinical experiences in =ach
progranm are of sufficient length to ensure an appropriate level of
comoatence upon their comoletion. » *
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BOARD OF EXAMIMERS AND VISITING‘ TEAMS

*Thus far, this proposal has described new components for an accreditation
systenm {ocusing on the professional education unit and five unit standards for
accreditation decision-making purposes. It is readily acknowledged that the
systea, despite improvements in focus and clarity, will not succeed without
corresponding improvements in the accreditation implementation process. The
following two sections, therefore, describe proposed changes in the process
for visiting team selection and operation and and processes for seeking
accreditation and continuing accreditation reviews. The final two sections
discuss the Council's decision-making process and how the proposed alternative
accreditation system might occur. -

~
L4
-

To address concerns cited earlier about visiting team expertise and
consistency, this proposal includes establishment of a Board of Examiners
cozposed of a relatively small number of people drawn equally from the ranks
of NZa, AACTEZ, and the other constituent members from which visiting teams
would be asﬁembled. Each person would be nominated for the Board by
constituent members on the basis of demonstrated expertise in teacher
education, teaching, research and/or evaluation; they should also be willing
to undergo extensive training in the meaning and application of NCATE .
standards. Above all else, it is imperative that no person be included Mo
lacks the ability to be a good alugtor. ThHe terms of the board members will
be three years with individual {erms staggered to insure continuity. ;
Initially, it might be advisable to appoint examiners for two~, three~ or

four-year terms during what wou¥d be a difficult "break in" period. Each 5 e
nenber of thelBoard would agree to serve on two or %Qgge visiting teams each . °
year. . ! )

*From the Board of Examiners, visiting teams could be drawn by NCATE staff
on a number of bases. Members could be assigned to a team for a one-year
period or to three different teams duringfﬂﬁ} course of a year. Membership
. could also vary depending upon the kind of indtitution being visited, although
it may be preferable not to assign teams exclusively to large or small
institutions or to differentiate examiners on the basis of public or private
control. NCATE should experiment with these and other strategies for forming

teams to identify the most viable. The Chair of the team would be appointed
. by MNCATE.

Teams will be considerably smaller on the average than at present. It is
our Judpment that for accreditation visits a team could work productively with
five members. For sixth-year review visits (see "Accreditation Process"
described below), teams will probably need no more than three pecople.

¢ Despite these alterations in the size and composition of NCATE teams, the
y \\ngcept of parity can be maintained. Under this proposal NCATE policies will
provide that all teams should have at least one representative from the three
basic constituencies and that over a year's time, the total number from each
. constituency will be approximately enual %o each of the others.




"~ This new team arrangement is désigned to produce the conditions under
) which the teams can do high quality work, The intent is to make appointment

« to the Board of Examiners a prestigious, professio event and to proyide
- adequate training, especially for the team chai nd time for tqsyt m to do
a reliadble job of evaluation.

Tean Visits . . :
Under this proposal team visits will be conducted in much the same manner
as at present. Visits will be made either in the spring (February/March) or
fall (0 c*ober/Jovember) as is now the case. Teams must, of course, be given
adequate tize for careful work on campus and for the preparation of a
thousht{ul and comprehensive team report. Initially, teams will be scheduled
. for about the same time on campgses as now, but if that time frame proves too
short to do hizh quality work,additional time must be provided. Special care

also ust be taken by NCATE ¢o dewmonstrate to the field that its teams are
doing highly reliable work. . ‘ ‘ —

N Visits by the team chair in advance of the site visit will be
discontinued. The team will receive the.Unit Report well in advance of the )
visit; ¥he current requirement’ of 30 days in advance should be rigidly
/1 enforced. The chair will have available any information submitted to NCATE by
‘ the institution, for example, annual repdrts and other data ts. Thus, the
chair will be‘able to examine all relevant materials and if questivbns arise,
the chair could contact the IHE or NCATE for comment or further information.
. The chailr, in consultation with the NCATE staff, may postpone a-Vféi; if all
@f the necessary 1nformat10n is not 1n hand on time.

Teams will meet ag a group in advance of the visit, most likely on site
the day before the scheduled visit. The purpose of these meetings wlll be to
discuss the reports from the institution, clarify assignments and 1dent1fy
apeciflic problems before the visit starts.

//—\\ The team chair wlll be responsible for preparing a team report which will
be due 30 days after the visit. The report will be composed of the team's

analysis of data presented by the unit; any addltlonal data the team finds

. bearing on the fulfillment of the standards; and, the team's impressions and
~Judgments as to how well the unit has performed with respect to each of the
standards. Especially important is the team's judgment regarding the extent

to which the various programs of the unit meet the standard on the knowledge
base.

>

An important change in the process from clurrent practice is the CAA
proposal that the.team recommend an accreditation action to the Coune¢il. This
reconmendation is cghsistent with the team concept contained in this
proposal-~-that of a relatively small, well-trained expert group which occupies

v a key position in the evaluation process. It seems logical that NCATE would
solicit the recommendation on accreditation from this expert group as it is in
the best position to know. The team report will be sent to the fnstitution
Wwith the inftormation that a rejoinder may be filed on any aspect of the report
according to a format to be determined by the

\
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THE ACCREDITATION PROCESS* /

Overview v /»——7

In the previous segtion reference was made to two types of team visits,
those for actreditation purposes and those for the purpose of sixth;year
review. This reference alludes to another- fundamental component of this
proposal: the clear distinctfon between processes for seeking accq?d’“ation
and for continuing accreditation reviews. These processes are descrifed in
. detail in this section preceeded by an overview of basic concnpts to assist in
the reader’s review.

<
Th

‘¢ process of seeking accreditation-is similar to obtaining initial
accreditation in the present system. An institution prepares a,nit Repor?
(UR); a tean visits the cahpus and prepares:a report (TR); the PR and TR
provide the basis for Couhcil decisions.

replaching what in current practice is referred to as re-accreditation.
funcaz®ntal to the system proposed is the granting of accreditation for an
uncspecilied tern and annual monitoring to provide assuyance that accredited
teacher education units maintain conditions requisite for high quality
prcgramss.

A!new concept central fo this proposal is continuing aé&xeditation,

’

The process to be described in this section imcludes the following
sequence: . .-

o a professional teacher education unit seeks accreditation;.if . \ N
accreditation-is granted, the sequence continues as below;

o data from the annual report are monitored each year to ascertain the
continuing viability of the unit;

o three years after accreditation, an NCATE audit committee reviews data
ban¥ information for evidence that accreditability remains;

o six years after accreditation, a review team studies data bank

| information and an updated UR and visits the institution; and,

o the process continues with annuakl monitoring of data bank information,-
third year audit committee reviews, and sé;th year review visits.

N\

The 3equence and timelipe described above would be altered if, during any
annual or three year review, a visit to the institution is requested by the
Council. If an institution'were to lose accredited status, the process for
that institution would revert to the beginhing, to seeking accreditation.

g g, O

*Throughout this section the committee hds included specific recommendations
for timelines for the proposed system. These recommendations repre;ent our
best thought3, but they are provided to assist readers in understanding the
total nature of the proposal. We encourage readers not to allow specifies to
detract from the basic principles in the proposal. The elements of the
tizeline may well Y2 modified, if proposal is iccepted, 13 work continues in
implementing the new 3ystem.

N
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i Continuing accreditation impacts several aspects of this proposal and
contributes significantly to the way in which the proposal responds to
pervasive concerns about the current system. Within the proposed system an
aceredited teacher education unit retains accreditation indefinitely,{until
the Counc:l revokes it or until an institutiocn indicates that it no lghgﬁt
wisnes to participate in NWCATZ. Revocation of accreditation could be based on
evidence that the institution no longer meets the criteria or on failure of
the institution to pay fees or to file annual reports.

[}
.

| ' Tne sijnificance of the concept of continuing accreditation includes:

o accraditation can be can¢alled at any tizme; failure to meet the
stancards leads to a review visit to the unit and Council action based
on the review team recormendation;

impl:ed zbove, units are required to remain in compliance with the

ndards on & continuinz basis; continuous (annual) review replaces

current periodic reviay;

cr O

f
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ut.ons need not develop =l:borate unit reports (URs) at specified

ntervals; annual reports and updates of prior URs provide the

s for review;

o annual reporting of relevant data through AACTE creates a national datd
bank wWnich:' is 2 resource for continuous review at the institutional
and naticnal levels and program planning at the unit level; provides
the basis for continuing accreditation reviews; provides up-to=da
co=orenensive data about teacher education units in this country;

o tha collegial relationship between NCATE and institutions is enhanced;
NCATE and institutions can focus attention on the improvement of
teacner education, over and above the meeting of minimum stzndards.

..
-
<
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The continuity of review and the attendant ‘concept of continuing
cerad:itation will enhance institutional review and planning and provide
continuous assurance to the profession and the public thatNgonditions for

accreditation are being mgintained. " .

N

Senxins Accredita

‘ s A unit seekJ;g NCATE accreditation submits a UR that folkows established

guidelines. A site visit is conducted, and the team submits a report (TR) to
. which the unit prepares an official response. . .
o If the Council determines that the unit is accreditable, the head -
of the unit is notified of that fact. . T,
o If it is determined that the unit fails to meet NCATE standards,
the unit is told that acecreditation has been denied.
‘.

Unit Report . ) ‘ h A

A basic principle of NCATE accreditation is that the burden of proof
rests on the unit to-demonstrate that it meets.the quality standards of the’
Council. Another such principle is that the Unit Report (UR) provides the
. hasi3 Tor the 3ita visit and nltimately the Council’'s 3ccroditation decisich.
Taken together, these principles clearly indicate the importance of the UR in

tna dCATI proces3. The UR follows a standara tormat, dut the subgtance and
sreseataticn within that format L3 the responsidbllity of the unit.

25
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//‘f’ Format for Initial UR )

o Copy of the Accreditation Application Report Form and other
application materials documenting that the preconditions for

eligibility do exist ) ‘
Standard I ~ Operatjon and\Resources of the Unit
Standard II - The Faculty ~— —~— bz

tandard III - The Students
Standard IV - The Xnowledge base for Preparation Programs
Syandard V - Relationship tofthe World of Practice

0O 0 00 O

s

In providing the information necessary to show that it meéfs the
Standards, the unit is responslble for the completeness of the data and
dx3cussion and for putying them in a form that is unambiguous and readily
coaprehensidble to team and Council members, The use of charts, grapns,
diazraas., tablass and other similar means of presenting information is
encouraged. Tnese must be accompanied by adequate narrative description
to make the point clear to those who need to read the UR.

Each standard is followed by a list of suggested sources of evidence
intended as a guide in the preparation of the UR. The list is not
exhaustive of all possibilities; nkither are the items presented 4n any
special order, nor are they. all relevant to every unit. Once again, it
i3 the unit's responsibility to make-it6 own case in as190mplete, terse
and efch ve a way as posalble.

’
A}

— ‘
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ata Bank ///// ,\> /
. . .
= } A central feature of the proposed system is the creation of a

’ dlffébnnt reporting system including a data bank for manitoring the
, © abilit Ly of"nlts to maintain programs of high quality and to expand the
. Inf mation that can be reported in the NCATE Annual List. The data will
o r°pre ent the quantification of the standards to obtain indicators of
\quality. Examples of t e data!elemgnts are included in the Appendix. Q
. sugzre d prdéce velopin a consensus set of elements,
} , esta ishing—the ways to combine data within standards, and for scaling
A

standards to arrive at an accreditation decision is included in the
. ! section on "Implementatiogn of the Proposi}. ) -
N . .
. ficcreditation Review v o ) >~

. , * The AACTE Annual Report will be modified to include the elements
- identified as relevant to WCATE standards. Thus institutions will be {

: able to supply requested data‘to AACTE and provide information for the b

. « NCATZ data bank in one report. Summaries add analyses provided by AACTE

- ++ w27 local =
¢

. - l-'a..— «i

inscitutional review and planning.
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When agééas?er education unit applies for initial accrediiatiop, it
w1ll e required™to dubmit an Annual Report (AR) to AACTE. This
information ~ill be used as one aspect for establishing eligibility for
%CATZ accraditation, and the data will be provided to visiting team
senters for use during their visit. «

.

ibsequent to achieving accreditation, the unit will continue to
sutnait tne AR to AACTEZ, and gata will be entered into the NCATZ data
bank. Tra2 primary use of the data within the accreditation process will
be for monitor:ing the continking accreditzbility of the institution,

Annual Mahn:torinz and Review

*

sure the Council that each uni‘ continues to meet criteria for
, individual Annual Reports will be monitored using measures
s to be developed by the Council, If problems are

|

lems, and
have until
if any of the
roblematical at

the unit will be informed of the nature of the
wnat can Ye done to resolve them; the unit wi
the next Annual Report to meet all criteri
identified characteristics continue to be
that time, a site visit will be required.
o If the lack of compliance is more pronounced, the unit is

notified of that fact, told which criteria are not met, and
given a-specified period to prepare.an appropriate update of
its last UR and to arrange for a site visit.

o After the site visit, the team will submit a TR
to which the unit will prepare an official
response. ,

o If, following the visit, the Council decides the
unit remains accreditable, the head of the unit
will be notified, and regular reporting \
procedures continue. .

o If it is determined that the unit no longer meets
NCATE standards,'the unit will be informed that

< accreditation has been terminated:

il

. It i3 not "expected that the Couhcil will find frequent
cases of pronounced lack of compliance. Examples of conditions
causing such a Council action might include significant loss of
faculty to a level inadequate for the number of unit programs;
or significant decline of GPAs of students entering teacher
education programns. "

n"l .
el

\
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Third Year Review

The third year after the vear of the last site visit, the
Counecil will review Annual Reports from each unit to determine
if an on-site visit is needed. Audit committees will be .
established for this process.

o If it is found that a visit will be not necessary, -

the unit is notified and regular reporting
procedures will continue. .

~ o If the néed for a visit is determined, the unit p
will be informed of the factors that led to the
decision and advised that it has a specified period
of time to prepare an appropriate update of its
last UR and arrange for the visit.

o If, following the visit, the Council
decicdes that the unit remains
accreditable, the head of the unit will
be notified and regular reporting
procedures will continue.
. o If it is determined that the unit no
longer meets NCATE standards, the unit
will be informed that accreditation has '
been terminated.

Sixth-Year Review Visit. The sixth year after the year of the last visit’
a review team will visit the unit. In preparation for the visit, the unit
should prepare an appropriate update of its last UR based on the subsequent
Annual Reports. After the visit, the team will submit a TR to which the unit
prepare an official response. * N

.
.

o If, following the visit, the Council decides the unit remains
accreditable, the head of the unit will be notified, and regular
reporting procedures will continue.

o If it is determined that the unit no longer meets NCATE standards,
the unit will be informed that accreditation has been terminated.

The Annual List ‘ o

-

In this proposed system the Annual NCATE List will be expanded {o provide
more complete information aboutcaccredited units. Institutions will be ..
allowed to prepare a statement of proscribed length to describe the
characteriastics of their programs they believe should‘be highlighted. 1In
addition, the Annual List will include norms for those data collected in the
Annual Report of greatest lmportance to prospective students and employers.
nscitutional eatries will include ’he[ﬁ tual data’{a th2 same categories for
which the norms have been develooed.
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THE COUNCIL'S DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

~ —-—
The CounCil Wwill treat accreditation cases at its March and October
meetings as Y s_current practice. In assessing the recommendations from teams,
the Council will follow the followinv procedures: :

o The Council witKbe divided into audit committees of at least
three members each, following the established parity formula. The
NCATE staff will assign cases to the audit committees so as to
distribute the case load equitably among the Council members.

o The audit Sommittees will operate much as thei do now. The chair
111 schequle meetings of the group and be responsible for
conducting proper audits of team reports. The basic pufpose for J#ﬂh
an audit is to determine whether the recommendation of the team

. se2ms warranted on the basis of .the UR, other available data and
the tean report. The audit committee, then, issresponsible for an
xamination of the record and a verification of the
v recommendation. B .
. 0 Bach audit committee will make an action recommendation on the
basis of its study. This redommendation can be to grant or to-
deny accreditation to the institutions ,

o Action by the Council on any recommendation of an audit committee
,Will take place at the next regulaily scheduled meeting of the
Council. The reason for this ‘delay is so that the unit may be

informed as_to the specific recommendation on which the Council -
will act. R \
-~ PN /
s o The Council will also review Annual Report data fhree years

following an accreditation visit and three years folldWing a
review wisit. These reviews will be conducted by the; audit
committees in a manner to be determined by the Council. A team

R visit will occur at least every six years following initial ) N
‘ accreditation. . / - .
“ |
|
o For each accreditation review case the audit committee will
compile and assess the relevant information from the unit's last o
UR, TR and unit response; the unit's last three Annual Reports;
and if the review results from a Council decision that an
"interim visit” was necessary, the specifics of that decision and
' the,factors_on which it was based.. The committee will then
develop a reporbiconsisting of its assessment of.the data at hand
:* and its recommendatign~{far continuing or terminating the unit's
, tation. T
» . accredi , \x\\\




IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPCSAL

I

|

|

There are several ways in which the transition from the current NCATE

Systen to the proposed alternative could be accomplished. However, a phased ‘
transition would cause the fewest logistical problems apd least disruption for |
institutions. This proposal includes the recommendation that an effective |
date for the new system be established, for example, the fall of 1985, and ” |
that the target date for completion of the transition be five years later, or )
May, 1590. The {ransition could proceed as follows: . .

o Data collection will be initiated during the fall of 1985;
institutions will report 1984-5 data;

o The 1935 Annual List will include all institutions with accredlted

-programs (or categories) at the time of transition;

o Institutional entries in the 1935 Annual List will. inelude data .
from the unit’s Annual Report to AACTE and a paragraph descrlblng
the main Teat‘ure}lot the ™ URIT and its progréfi émphases; \

o The Arnual List #ill’ include norms for the data submitted by
institutions;

o Procedures for the 1985+6 accreditation visits will be those
recommended in this proposal

o As institutions come on-line for an NCATE visit, whether full or
mini under the current process, they will be rev1ewed under the
procedures and standards of the new process;

o Jubsequent to adoption of the new system ‘and prior to 1985-6,

NCATE reviews will use the existing system; (An alternative to
this procedure is to declare a moratorium until the new system is
in place, backdating the next scheduled visit by the time required
for implementation; were this option Selected, we would recommend
implementation one year earljer; i.e., Fall 1984,)

o 8y fall, 1986, the Council could have established the basis for
combining information to optain a composite assessment on which
accreditation decisions are based. The fdllowing section
describes a suggested procedure for this process. -

\

Quantification of Standards

-

As noted earlier in this document, a central feature of the proposed :
system is the creation of a data bank for monitoring the ability of units to
maintain programs of high quality and to expand the information that can be
reported in the NCATE Annual List. The specific data elements to be included
and the way in which the measures will be reported should be determined )

' through involvement of institutions and other stakeholders. However, examples
that represent quantificaticn of the standards are included in the Appendix.

i The rollowing describes a way in which the usefulness and appropriateness of

|

\\\ the data elements could be determined’ empirically to obtain a composite
4133e3saent on wnich to base acereaitation decisions. . ¢
¢ 4
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Factors related to most of the standards can be quantified. For example,
the standard on students logically produces elements related to GPA standards
for admission, retention and sraduation; average GPAs for recent classes
enhance the information related to quality of students at an 1ngt1tutlpn.
NCATZ stakeholders should be involved in identifying the elements to be *
included in the new system. This could be accomplished through the use of a
rmodiiied Dalphi process, the goals of which are to identify the data elements
for wnich a consensus of stakeholders existsy a way to combine elements within
each standard to obtain a composite deucrlptlon of the standard; and -ways to
combine assessments of standards to produce a measure of accreditability. The
segquence of activities might take this form:

A -

R

. ’ A

“
. I3

0 A list of elements, such as’ the examples in this document, s

- distributed and participants are asked to indicate the extent to
which they believe tne element is important and to suggest
podiificatkons for the way in which the element is expressed.’

0 Respohses are summarizéd, median values o support are indigated,

+ . ..apd. participants are asked to rate the elepents again. S

o Responses arg analyzed, and a tentative deéfsion is made about the
’ elem ents to retain and the methods to be used in eXpressing the
- . @easures. -

o The revised list is used to create a palred~comparlson egép01se
for the elements within each of the standards. The standards,
also, are presented in a paired-comparison exercise.

o Responses are analyzed to ereate a parad gmtfon comblnlng the
elements within each standard and to welgnt ‘the Importance of each
standard in ascertaining the accredibility of a unit. ‘

-

r

In addition to the use of professional judgments to identify and scgle
data elements and to scale standards, studies could be initiated to ascertain
the relationship of the standards-related data“elements to measures of the
quality of graduates from proféssional education programs. Test data such as
scores from the HTE, GRE or other tests such as those developed by state
certification agencies could be collected. Measures derived from beginning
teacher evaluation programs could also be obbained. Thus it would be possible
to submit data reflecting input, process .and output to multiple regression and
factor analysis. .

Y

The pooling of professional Jjudgments and empirical data would provide a
rational and explicit basis for the use of data in guiding teams and the ?
Council in arriving at accreditation decisions and for monitoring the
continuing accreditabilltj of” u%its.

!
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